A new checklist of 755 species of lichen-forming, lichenicolous and allied fungi occurring in Lithuania is presented. Of these, 620 species are lichenized, 115 lichenicolous and 20 are saprobic fungi that are usually treated in lichenological literature. Frequency of every species and infraspecific taxon in the country is indicated, except for the 12 species known from literature records only. List of synonyms is also presented.
INTROduCTION
Even though first reliable records of lichens from the nowadays territory of Lithuania are found in the papers of the first part of the 19th century, the targeted research on lichens started only in the 20th century. Rudzinskaitė (1982) and Motiejūnaitė (2002) have provided detailed accounts of lichen research in the country. Minkevičius (1963) has compiled the first checklist of lichens recorded in Lithuania, basing exclusively on the specimens deposited at the Herbarium of Vilnius university (WI). His list comprises 115 species. Rudzinskaitė (1982) has provided the more exhaustive catalogue of lichens, basing on all literature that had been available to her, as well as her own collections. This checklist includes 264 species. The latest checklist (Motiejūnaitė, 1999) comprises 511 species and includes also lichenicolous and some saprobic fungi that are usually treated together with lichens. Since then, over 40 papers have been published, in which species of lichens and allied fungi are reported as new to Lithuania, genera or species groups are revised, or new species are described. To summarize the data scattered in various papers by different authors, and to provide information about taxa based on modern taxonomy and nomenclature, the present checklist was compiled.
MATERIALS ANd METHOdS
The list of taxa is based on the materials published in literature, pertaining to the territory that is nowadays Lithuania, from the year 1830 to 2017. Most part of the listed taxa is based on herbarium specimens deposited at Lithuanian (BILAS and WI) and foreign herbaria (C, GPN, H, IB PAN, Ld, LECB, S, Tu, uGdA, uPS) . Twelve listed species are known from literature only.
Nomenclature of lichenized and saprobic fungi largely follows NordiN et al. (2011) LeNdemer (2013a LeNdemer ( ,b), moberg (1978 , reese Naesborg (2008 ), schmitt et al. (2012 ), servít (1952 ), voNdrák et al. (2016 ), wei et al. (2017 . Names used in the last checklist (Motiejūnaitė, 1999) and/or the papers published after 1999 and are not considered to be correct today, are provided in a separate synonym list ordered by species epithet.
Every species and infraspecific taxon on the list is supplied with the data on their frequency in Lithua-
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2017, 23(2): 89-106 ISSN 2029-932X nia, which follows the principle set in Motiejūnaitė (2002) : vr -very rare (1-3 localities), r -rare (4-5 localities), rr -rather rare (6-10 localities), rc -rather common (11-20 localities), c -common (more than 20 localities), vc -very common -are found in many localities all over the country, in practice they appear in all habitats that are suitable for them and these habitats are not uncommon. The species that have not been found during the last 50 years in the country are marked with Ex. Names of the species that are known from literature only are printed in regular font, their frequency is not indicated. Lichenicolous species are marked with #, saprobic fungi with +, fungi that can have both lichenicolous and saprobic mode are marked with +#. Species with doubtful occurrence in Lithuania (for explanations, see the notes below) are marked with question mark.
RESuLTS
The list comprises 755 species of lichen-forming, lichenicolous and allied fungi altogether, of these, 620 species are lichenized, 115 lichenicolous and 20 saprobic, non-lichenized (of the latter two groups, seven species can have either lichenicolous or saprobic mode of life).
Ideally, the checklist should only include reliably recorded species with all records based on herbarium vouchers. However, in the case of Lithuania, most of historical collections have been lost, but in a number of cases even rare species in the region have been refound in modern times, i.e. Lecanora sulphurea, Microcalicium arenarium Protoparmelia badia, Punctelia subrudecta, etc. (Motiejūnaitė et al., 2013 (Motiejūnaitė et al., , 2017 , therefore, in this checklist some species are still included only on the basis of literature records, especially in the cases, when they have been recorded in the neighbouring countries. However, at least three species, even these with herbarium vouchers present, remain questionable.
Melaspileella proximella is known from a single reference by ohLert (1870) (as Arthonia proximella). However, in the recent revision of the genus Melaspilea and allied genera, ertz & diederich (2015) state that all reports of this species should be revised as they may refer to other taxa. Therefore, M. proximella remains in the list, but further proof is necessary to establish its presence in the country.
Thelotrema petractoides has been reported from Biržai Regional Park (Motiejūnaitė et al., 2008) . This lichen has pronounced oceanic distribution in Europe (purvis et al., 1995) and is not known from any countries close laying to Lithuania. The author of the present paper did not have the opportunity to check the specimen, therefore, until its identity is clarified, presence of the species in Lithuania is put under question. For the same reason, the species has not been included into the flora of Lithuanian lichens (Motiejūnaitė, 2016) .
Verrucaria acrotella has not been included into the flora of Lithuanian lichens and is put under the question in this paper as well, because the herbarium specimens under this name do not correspond to the present circumscription of the species. Generally, the whole genus of Verrucaria (except for aquatic species) in Lithuania is in need of revision. Recent changes in species delimitations and understanding, as well as obvious understudy of the genus (pykäLä et al., 2017) indicate that there are many more species than it has been recorded at present, and also the frequency of the known and taxonomically established species may be different from the registered distribution data.
There also remain unresolved issues of some lichen genera and complexes that obviously need revision in Lithuania, such as the Candelariella genus (see i.e. revision of the genus in Switzerland by westberg & cLerc (2012)). The author of the present checklist did not follow recent segregation of several species within Graphis scripta by Neuwirth & aptroot (2011) because of the later findings by kraichak et al. (2015) showing that even though the species is really a complex containing several phylogenetic lineages, they do not correspond to the taxa segregated basing on the morphological characters and that the true identity of the species within the complex has to be yet defined. 
